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Americans’ Gender Attitudes at the Intersection of Sexual Orientation and Gender 
 
ABSTRACT 
Scholars have extensively documented differences in women’s and men’s gender attitudes, and a 
new body of work highlights sexual orientation gaps in such attitudes, as well. Both areas of 
inquiry continue to overlook the potential intersection between gender and sexual orientation in 
predicting gender attitudes. Using nationally representative data from the American National 
Election Survey 2012 Time Series Study, I investigate differences in views on gender roles, 
gender discrimination and inequality, and abortion among four sexual orientation-gender 
subgroups: lesbian and bisexual women, gay and bisexual men, heterosexual women, and 
heterosexual men. The results suggest that heterosexual men’s gender attitudes are consistently 
more conservative than the other three groups, while lesbian and bisexual women stand out as 
the subgroup that is most critically aware of gender discrimination and inequality. Further, the 
two factors that partially explain sexual orientation gaps in gender attitudes – LGB Americans’ 
more liberal political ideology and heightened awareness of homophobic discrimination – are 
similarly gendered. I conclude by arguing that the intersection between sexual orientation and 
gender produces unique lived experiences that, in turn, produce gendered sexual orientation gaps 
in Americans social and political attitudes. 
(Word Count: 186 words) 
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Americans’ Gender Attitudes at the Intersection of Sexual Orientation and Gender 
 
INTRODUCTION 
Given the persistence of gender inequality in the US, researchers continue to examine 
Americans’ gender attitudes, including beliefs about gender roles, women’s rights and feminism, 
the prevalence of sexist discrimination, and legal access to abortion (Cambell & Marsden, 2012; 
Cotter, Hermsen, & Vannenman, 2011; Pampel, 2011). In conceiving of gender as a social 
structure (Risman, 2004), contemporary gender scholars recognize individuals’ beliefs as 
manifestations of the ideologies that serve to justify existing (unequal) gendered arrangements. 
Scholars have extensively investigated divisions in Americans’ gender attitudes – most notably 
differences between women’s and men’s views (Brewster & Padavic, 2000). Men’s more 
conservative and women’s more liberal gender attitudes partially reflect gender differences in 
self-interest in gender (in)equality, specifically a desire for the gender status quo for men and for 
gender equality for women (Bolzendahl & Myers, 2004; Kane & Whipkey, 2009). Differences in 
women’s and men’s beliefs about gender also partially result from their unique locations within 
the gender structure and the attendant experiences and life chances that distinguish the two 
groups (Brooks & Bolzendahl, 2004). 
 Researchers have also documented independent influences of other sociodemographic 
characteristics, including race, ethnicity, socioeconomic status, religion, region of the country, 
and urbanicity (Barkan, 2014; Bolzendahl & Myers, 2004; Jelen & Wilcox, 2003). Furthermore, 
scholars have also noted the potential of these identities and statuses to intersect in shaping 
Americans’ gender attitudes (Collins, 1998; Collins, 2000). For example, Black women (and 
men) likely have more liberal or permissible views than whites regarding women’s participation 
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in the paid labor force and the public sphere more generally because of racial differences in 
opportunities to work and experiences in the workplace (Carter, Corra, & Houvouras, 2009; 
Ciabattari, 2001; Kane, 2000). That is, intersections between gender and other social structures 
are reflected in intersectional differences in individuals’ gender attitudes. A focus on gender 
alone in research on gender attitudes unintentionally presents women and men as monolithic 
groups, erasing important and powerful influences of other identities. 
One important status characteristic (Johnson, 1995; Webster; Hysom, & Fullmer, 1998) – 
sexual orientation – remains understudied in research on sociodemographic differences in gender 
attitudes. Yet, scholars have long recognized the intersection between sexual orientation and 
gender, as well as heterosexism and sexism (Kimmel, 1997; Pharr, 1997; Whitley, 2001). A 
small, but growing, body of social science research has documented the influence of sexual 
orientation on Americans’ beliefs about feminism, gender roles, and abortion (Grollman, 2017; 
Hertzog, 1996). Scholars have paid even less attention to gender attitudes at the intersection of 
sexual orientation and gender. We do not know whether the gender divisions found in prior 
studies (presumably using predominantly or exclusively heterosexual samples) exist in sexual 
minorities’ attitudes, nor whether the aforementioned sexual orientation gaps exist among 
women and among men. 
In this study, I use data from the American National Election Survey (ANES) 2012 
Times Series Study – a nationally representative sample of American adults ages 18 and older – 
to investigate whether sexual orientation intersects with gender to influence individuals’ gender 
attitudes. Specifically, I investigate two research questions. First, are there differences in beliefs 
about gender roles, sexist discrimination, gender inequality, and abortion among the following 
four sexual orientation-gender subgroups: lesbian and bisexual women; gay and bisexual men; 
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heterosexual women; and, heterosexual men? Second, to what extent are potential sexual 
orientation gaps in women’s and men’s gender attitudes explained by differences in political 
ideology and/or awareness of LGB people’s marginalized status in society? 
BACKGROUND 
Sexual Orientation Gaps in Gender Attitudes 
Contemporary sexualities scholars have begun to detail the unique social, political, and 
demographic profile of lesbian, gay, and bisexual (LGB) Americans (e.g., Gates, 2011, Herek, 
Norton, Allen, & Sims, 2010, Pew Research Center, 2013). For example, political scientists have 
documented the distinctly liberal voting patterns and political behaviors of LGB people, while 
heterosexuals are nearly evenly divided between liberal and conservative political positions 
(Egan, 2012; Herek et al., 2010; Hertzog, 1996; Lewis, Rogers, & Sherrill, 2011). Other studies 
suggest that the liberal political profile of LGB individuals may extend to social issues, as well 
(Hertzog, 1996; Lewis et al., 2011; Schaffner & Senic, 2006; Smith & Haider-Markel, 2002). In 
particular, preliminary research suggests that there are sexual orientation differences in views on 
gun control, the death penalty, concern for the environment, war, defense spending, and social 
welfare, with LGB individuals holding more liberal positions than their heterosexuals 
counterparts (Egan, 2012; Hertzog, 1996; Worthen, Sharp, & Rodgers, 2012). Similarly, LGB 
Americans hold more liberal or egalitarian attitudes about sexuality, race, and gender (Grollman, 
2017; Hertzog, 1996). For example, Grollman (2017) found that LGB Americans are more likely 
than heterosexuals to recognize pervasive sexist discrimination and gender inequality, reject 
traditional gender roles, and favor legal access to abortion services. Taken together, this line of 
work suggests that sexual orientation reflects a powerful and important influence on Americans’ 
social and political views, including their gender attitudes. 
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Little is known about why there are sexual orientation differences in beliefs about gender 
or sociopolitical attitudes more generally. Scholars generally overlook determinants of 
marginalized group members’ attitudes, sometimes assuming that their attitudes are influenced 
by the same factors that shape dominant group members’ attitudes (Hunt, 2000; Samson, 2012). 
Preliminary work has, however, identified two possible mechanisms. One is the aforementioned 
liberal political profile of LGB Americans. A few studies have yielded evidence that individuals 
who identify as lesbian, gay, or bisexual may be more likely to grow up in liberal households and 
communities (Egan, 2012; Felson, 2011). Specifically, LGB Americans are more likely to be 
raised by two parents (both born in the US, college-educated, and religiously liberal), with few 
siblings, in an urban area characterized by greater tolerance for sexual diversity (Egan, 2012; 
Felson, 2011). Further, preliminary studies suggest that LGB adults’ liberal political ideology 
explains roughly half of sexual orientation gaps in views on gender roles, gender discrimination 
and inequality, and abortion (Grollman, 2017; Hertzog, 1996). 
 A second possible mechanism through which sexual orientation shapes gender attitudes is 
through the unique experiences of being LGB in a heteronormative society, especially facing 
homo-/biphobic discrimination (Swank & Fahs, 2013). One’s experiences as an LGB person may 
lead to major changes in one’s worldviews, perhaps including beliefs about gender; that is, LGB 
people’s views are “converted” upon coming out, finding an LGBTQ community, and being 
subjected to marginalization (Bailey, 1999; Egan, 2012; Swank & Fahs, 2013). LGB Americans’ 
marginalized or “underdog” status (Davis & Robinson, 1991; Robinson, 1983; Robinson & Bell, 
1978) most readily lends itself to the development of a “queer consciousness” (Orne, 2013; 
Rollins & Hirsch, 2003). However, their exposure to bi- and homophobic discrimination may 
also sensitize them to the marginalization experienced by other oppressed groups (Eichstedt, 
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2001; O’Brien, 2001). Indeed, some scholars have found that two other “underdog” groups – 
Blacks and women – are more compassionate, concerned for others, and supportive of policies 
and programs that serve disadvantaged groups compared to whites and men, respectively (Beutel 
& Marini, 1995; Eagly, Dickman, Johannesen-Schmidt, & Koenig, 2004; Johnson & Marini, 
1998).  
Are Sexual Orientation Gaps in Gender Attitudes Gendered? 
 Just as gender attitudes are not determined by gender alone, it is important to assess 
whether and how sexual orientation intersects with gender to shape Americans’ views. Scholars 
who have employed an intersectional lens in studies on gender attitudes have overwhelmingly 
focused on the intersection of race and gender. Comparisons of gender attitudes among Black 
women and men and white women and men highlight important intersections between race and 
gender that are masked by studies that consider gender differences alone. Black women, in 
particular, often stand out among the four race-gender subgroups as being the most critical of 
gender inequality and supportive of policies to redress it (Carter et al. 2009; Kane, 1992; Kane, 
2000). Other research has examined the contours of a distinct Black feminist consciousness – a 
critical awareness of the dual disadvantages of racism and sexism in the lives of Black women 
(King, 1988; Simien, 2006; Simien & Clawson, 2004). More generally conceptualized as 
“multiple consciousness” (King, 1988; Ward, 2004), this critical view of inequality is thought to 
be the product of one’s exposure to multiple forms of discrimination (Harnois, 2015a; but, see 
Harnois, 2015b).  
Do sexual minority women hold a parallel form of multiple consciousness by virtue of 
their exposure to both homo-/biphobic discrimination and sexist discrimination? Historically 
speaking, a lesbian feminist consciousness does, or at least did, exist as a distinct perspective. 
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The lesbian feminist movement thrived in the late 1960s through the 1970s, mobilizing lesbian 
women who grew tired of being invisible in the predominantly-heterosexual second wave 
feminist movement and the male-dominated gay liberation movement (Armstrong, 2002; 
Esterberg, 1994; Taylor & Whittier, 1992). The attendant lesbian feminist consciousness 
recognized sexism and heterosexism as inextricably linked and, specifically, viewed 
heterosexuality as a social institution that was central to the oppression of all women (Phelan, 
1991; Valk, 2002). They viewed lesbianism as the ultimate rejection of heterosexuality and male 
dominance (Taylor & Rupp, 1993; Wittig, 1993). Lesbian feminist activists explicitly 
distinguished their experiences and struggle from those of gay men, for they could not be 
reduced to exclusive concern with sexual orientation and homophobia (Phelan, 1991; 
Radicalesbians, 1970). However, as the movement waned by the 1980s (Armstrong, 2002; 
Cruikshank, 1992; Ghaziani, Taylor, & Stone, 2016), lesbian feminism became decentered in the 
larger feminist project (Calhoun, 1994; Stein, 1997; Stein, 2006); similarly, lesbian feminist 
theory, as an academic subfield, has essentially been subsumed (though not without some 
resistance) into the broader field of LGBT and queer studies, losing its distinct focus on gender 
inequality in the process (Jeffreys, 1997; Jeffreys, 2003; Malinowitz, 1996; Taylor, 2011; 
Walters, 1996). However, more recent work points to the possibility that lesbian feminist 
consciousness is not merely a thing of the past. Similar to Black women’s feminist 
consciousness, lesbian and bisexual women’s exposure to bi-/homophobic discrimination, as 
well as sexist discrimination, may lead them to be more critical of gender inequality than 
heterosexual women (Friedman & Ayres, 2013; Friedman & Leaper, 2010; Hertzog, 1996; Mays 
& Cochran, 2001). 
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History, however, raises doubt about whether gay and bisexual men as a group hold a 
lesbian feminist consciousness, or even a feminist consciousness. Researchers have highlighted 
widespread sexist practices within male-dominated social movements in the US, despite rhetoric 
of diversity, inclusion, coalition building, and, at times, the intersection between homophobia 
and sexism (Armstrong, 2002; Bernstein, 2002; Esterberg, 1994; Messner, 1997). Gay men 
activists’ inattention to the unique concerns of lesbian and bisexual women may have resulted 
from their limited understanding of institutionalized sexism (Bernstein, 2002; Cruikshank, 1992; 
Esterberg, 1994). More generally, gay men’s culture has been characterized by disdain for 
femininity (and women) and the glamorization of hegemonic masculinity throughout history 
(Coston & Kimmel, 2012; Messner, 1997; Moon, 1995; Taywaditep, 2001; Ward, 2000). Thus, 
the consciousness-raising potential of exposure to bi-/homophobic discrimination for gay and 
bisexual men may not extend to their gender attitudes. Rather, sexual minority men may struggle 
to experience empathy for women (and other “underdogs”; Eichstedt, 2001; O’Brien, 2001; 
Stone, 2009) and to recognize gender inequality and discrimination. Moreover, discrimination 
against gay and bisexual men could trigger even greater hostility toward women (Craig, DeHart, 
Richeson, & Fiedorowicz, 2012; Craig & Richeson, 2014; Kane, 2000; Maxwell, 2015). 
Taken together, lesbian, gay, and bisexual Americans do not reflect a monolithic group in 
their views about gender. Rather, the gender divide found in prior studies, which likely rely on 
predominantly or exclusively heterosexual samples, may exist among sexual minorities, as well. 
Yet, it cannot be assumed that sexual minority men’s gender attitudes mirror those of 
heterosexual men nor that sexual minority women’s views mirror those of heterosexual women. 
Indeed, preliminary studies have already demonstrated the powerful influence of sexual 
orientation on beliefs about gender (Grollman, 2017; Hertzog, 1996). As such, it is crucial to 
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directly examine the intersection of sexual orientation and gender in shaping Americans’ gender 
attitudes; such an assessment should also attend to the role of sexual orientation discrimination as 
a possible mechanism through which women’s and men’s gender attitudes are influenced by 
sexual orientation. 
Using data from the American National Election Survey 2012 Times Series Study, I 
investigate Americans’ attitudes at the intersection of sexual orientation and gender. In 
particular, I examine whether there are differences in attitudes about gender roles, gender 
discrimination and inequality, and abortion among four groups: a) sexual minority women, b) 
sexual minority men, c) heterosexual women, and d) heterosexual men. In addition, I assess the 
extent to which two mechanisms – political ideology and awareness of sexual orientation 
discrimination – explain potential differences among these groups’ gender attitudes. 
METHODS 
Data 
I use data from the American National Election Survey (ANES) 2012 Time Series Study (see 
ANES, 2014 for a full description of the survey’s methodology and questions). Conducted by the 
University of Michigan Center of Political Studies, the ANES is a national, full probability pre- 
and post-election survey of non-institutionalized US citizens ages 18 and older. The survey has 
been conducted during years of US presidential elections since 1948 to assess Americans’ voting 
behaviors, and social and political attitudes. The ANES is an ideal data source for the present 
paper given its large, nationally representative sample, wide battery of questions assessing 
Americans’ gender attitudes, and inclusion of information about respondents’ sexual orientation. 
 The ANES survey was administered to 5,916 US eligible voters through two modes, 
including face-to-face interviews and Internet surveys. Face-to-face interviews were conducted 
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with 2,054 respondents who were selected through address-based, stratified, multistage cluster 
sampling, with oversamples of Black and Hispanic Americans (38 percent response rate). These 
interviews were supplemented with a panel of 3,860 Internet respondents drawn from GfK, 
which was recruited through address-based sampling and random-digit dialing (2 percent 
response rate); prospective panelists were offered free Internet service and hardware if they did 
not already have Internet access. Sample weights, which are described below, account for all but 
one difference between the subsamples (i.e., religious attendance). I include a control for survey 
version in all multivariate analyses to account for remaining differences between the face-to-face 
and Internet subsamples. 
 The ANES survey was administered in two parts, including the pre-election section 
(beginning two months ahead of the 2012 US presidential election) and the post-election section 
(administered from November 7th, 2012 to January 2013). The Internet version of the survey was 
administered as two smaller pre-election surveys and two smaller post-election surveys, thus 
totaling four short surveys. I limit analyses to respondents who completed both the pre- and post-
election sections of the ANES survey.  
I employ listwise deletion for missing information on both independent and dependent 
variables, thus yielding a final sample of 4,597 respondents.1 Supplemental analyses using 
multiple imputations for missing data on independent variables yield similar results to those 
presented (available upon request). The analyses are based on weighted data, which account for 
probability of household selection and selection within the household, as well as nonresponse 
and random sampling error. The sample weights also adjust for differences between the ANES 
sample and the US population on key sociodemographic characteristics (i.e., race and ethnicity, 
gender, education, income, homeownership, age, marital status, region, urbanicity, and nativity). 
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Measures 
 Gender Attitudes. The ANES survey included a number of questions to assess 
respondents’ attitudes about gender. These items focus on opinions regarding gender roles (i.e., 
women’s roles in public and private spheres), recognition of discrimination against women in the 
US, ongoing efforts to challenge sexism and gender inequality (i.e., modern sexism), and legal 
access to abortion services. All gender attitudinal items are coded with higher values 
representing liberal or egalitarian responses, and lower values representing conservative or 
traditional responses. Appendix A provides the means, standard deviations, and metrics for the 
13 gender attitudinal outcomes that I examine in this paper. 
 Sexual Orientation-Gender Subgroups. In addition to their gender (woman or man), 
ANES respondents were asked to report their sexual orientation: “Do you consider yourself to be 
heterosexual or straight, homosexual or gay/lesbian, or bisexual?” I include dichotomous 
variables for each sexual orientation-gender subgroup, compared to heterosexual men (1=yes for 
each): sexual minority women, sexual minority men, and heterosexual women. I collapse lesbian 
and bisexual women and gay and bisexual men into a single sexual minority women and a single 
sexual minority men group, respectively, because of their overlapping, though not identical, 
oppressed statuses and experiences as sexual minorities and their small subsample sizes within 
the ANES.  
Sociodemographic Controls. I include controls for other sociodemographic 
characteristics that influence gender attitudes. I include dichotomous variables to measure race 
and ethnicity, compared to non-Hispanic whites (1=yes for each): non-Hispanic Black, Latina/o, 
and other nonwhites. I measure income using the natural logarithm of respondents’ annual 
household income (M=10.61 [approximately $42,500]). Education is a measure of the highest 
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degree respondents have earned, ranging from less than high school (0) to a graduate degree (4) 
(M=1.93 [“some college”=2]). I measure age in years, ranging from 18 to 90 and older 
(M=47.56). I include a dichotomous variable for region of the country, wherein respondents 
living in the US South (yes=1) are compared to the rest of the US. I measure religious 
attendance using an ordinal variable of the frequency with which respondents attend religious 
services, apart from weddings, baptisms, and funerals, ranging from never (0) to more than once 
per week (5) (M=1.60). 
Potential Mechanisms. Finally, I explore two factors that may explain potential sexual 
orientation differences in women and men’s gender attitudes. The first is political ideology, 
which is a measure of the extent to which respondents identify as politically liberal, ranging from 
0 (extremely conservative) to 6 (extremely liberal) (M=2.76 [moderate=3]). The second 
mechanism is perceived amount of homophobic discrimination. ANES respondents were asked, 
“how much discrimination is there in the United States today against gays and lesbians?” to 
which they responded (0) “none at all,” (1) “a little,” (2) “a moderate amount,” (3) “a lot,” or (4) 
“a great deal” (M=2.55). 
Analyses 
The analyses presented here include the following steps. First, I estimate each of the 13 
gender attitudinal items on sexual orientation-gender subgroups, controlling for survey version. 
Second, I estimate each gender attitudinal item on sexual orientation-gender subgroups, 
controlling for survey version, race and ethnicity, household income, education, age, region of 
the country, and religious attendance. This step examines whether significant differences among 
the four sexual orientation-gender subgroups are accounted for by other important 
sociodemographic characteristics. In the third step, I estimate the 13 gender attitudinal items with 
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additional controls for political ideology and perceived amount of discrimination against gays 
and lesbians. Finally, I perform post-hoc mediation analyses using the decomposition method 
developed by Karlson, Holm, and Breen (KHB) (see Breen, Karlson, & Holm, 2013, Karlson & 
Holm, 2011, Karlson, Holm, & Breen, 2012 for discussions of this technique); these procedures 
estimate the extent to which political ideology and perceived homophobia mediate (or explain) 
significant differences in gender attitudes among the four sexual orientation-gender subgroups. 
Appropriate regression modeling is used for the multivariate analyses: ordered logistic regression 
for ordinal outcomes, and ordinary least squares (OLS) regression for the feeling thermometer 
for warmth toward feminists and the additive legalized abortion scale. 
RESULTS 
Descriptive Statistics for Sociodemographic Characteristics 
Table 1 presents the descriptive statistics for the full ANES sample (N=4,597), and for the four 
sexual orientation-gender subgroups: heterosexual men (n=2,170), heterosexual women 
(n=2,221), gay and bisexual men (n=121), and lesbian and bisexual women (n=85). Four percent 
of ANES respondents identify as LGB, which reflects other national estimates (Gates, 2011; 
Gates 2015; Gates & Newport, 2012b; Grollman 2017).  
[INSERT TABLE 1 HERE] 
Bivariate regression analyses suggest several differences in the sociodemographic 
profiles of the four sexual orientation-gender subgroups. Heterosexual women (m=10.57) and 
sexual minority women (m 10.30) report significantly lower household incomes, on average, 
than heterosexual men (m=10.68 [10.60=$42,500]) (p<.01). Heterosexual women (m=1.85 
[2=some college]) also report significantly less education, on average, than heterosexual men 
(m=2.00) and gay and bisexual men (m=2.12) (p<.01). Lesbian and bisexual women are the 
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youngest respondents (m=37.50), on average, followed by gay and bisexual men (m=43.74), and 
then by heterosexual men (m=47.29) and women (m=48.37) (p<.01). Heterosexual women report 
attending religious services the most frequently (m=1.76 [2=“yearly”]), on average, followed by 
heterosexual men (m=1.50), and then by sexual minority women (m=.94) and sexual minority 
men (m=.77) (p<.05). Gay and bisexual men (m=4.12 [4=“slightly liberal”]) and lesbian and 
bisexual women (m=3.99) report the most liberal political ideology, on average, followed by 
heterosexual women (m=2.79), and then by heterosexual men (m=2.62) (p<.001). Finally, lesbian 
and bisexual women perceive the greatest amount of discrimination against gays and lesbians in 
the US (m=3.43 [4=“a great deal”]), followed by gay and bisexual men (m=3.00), followed by 
heterosexual women (m=2.16), and then by heterosexual men (m=2.44). These age, religion, and 
political differences are consistent with prior research (Gates, 2015; Herek et al., 2010; Pew 
Research Center, 2013; Gates & Newport, 2012a). Sociodemographic differences among the four 
sexual orientation-gender subgroups will be accounted for in multivariate regression analyses of 
gender attitudes that control for these sociodemographic characteristics. 
Multivariate Analyses for Gender Attitudinal Items 
The following multivariate analyses assess whether there are statistically significant 
differences among sexual minority women, sexual minority men, heterosexual women, and 
heterosexual men’s gender attitudes on: gender roles (Table 2), sexist discrimination (Table 3), 
ongoing efforts to challenge sexist discrimination and inequality (Table 4), and legalized 
abortion (Table 5). Across Tables 2-5, Models 1 regress each of the 13 gender attitudinal 
outcomes on sexual orientation-gender subgroup, controlling for survey version. Next, Models 2 
add controls for race and ethnicity, household income, education, age, region of the country, and 
religious attendance; these models assess whether significant sexual orientation-gender subgroup 
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differences in gender attitudes independent of the effects of other sociodemographic predictors of 
these attitudes. Finally, Models 3 add additional controls for the two mechanisms that may drive 
differences in gender attitudes among the four sexual orientation-gender subgroups: political 
ideology and perceived amount of discrimination against gays and lesbians in the US. 
Table 2 displays the odds ratios for views on: 1) having a woman president, 2) working 
mothers, and 3) women’s employment. There are two significant sexual orientation-gender 
subgroup differences that are consistent across these three gender attitudinal items. Gay and 
bisexual men and heterosexual women are significantly more likely than heterosexual men to 
believe that it is good for the US to have a woman president within the next 20 years, that it is 
easier for working than non-working mothers to establish a warm bond with their children, and 
that it is worse for a family if the husband works outside of the home for pay while the wife is a 
homemaker. For the latter item, gay and bisexual men are significantly more likely than 
heterosexual women to believe that it is worse for a family to follow these traditional gendered 
arrangements. Lesbian and bisexual women are significantly more likely than heterosexual men 
to believe that it is good for the US to have a woman president (OR [odds ratios]: 3.32; CI 
[confidence intervals]: 1.64-6.74 [Model 2]) and that it is worse for a family to have a traditional 
gender division of labor (OR: 1.79; CI: 1.08-2.97 [Model 2]); however, these differences are 
nonsignificant in Model 3, upon controlling for political ideology and perceived amount of 
homophobia. Sexual minority women’s views on working mothers do not differ significantly 
from those of heterosexual men’s (OR: 1.46; CI: .79-2.71 [Model 3]).  
[INSERT TABLE 2 HERE] 
 Table 3 presents the odds ratios for Americans’ views on the amount of sexist 
discrimination in the US, and specifically in the workplace, as well as how serious the problem is 
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and how much media attention it warrants. There are a three noteworthy patterns that emerge 
from these regression analyses. First, lesbian and bisexual women stand out for some items as 
the most aware and critical of sexist discrimination in the US among the four sexual orientation-
gender subgroups. Specifically, lesbian and bisexual women are more likely than the other three 
groups to perceive a great deal of discrimination against women (Models 1-3) and that sexist 
discrimination is a serious problem (Models 1 and 2); in addition, they are more likely to believe 
that the media should pay a great deal more attention to sexism than heterosexual men (Models 
1-3) and heterosexual women (Models 1 and 2). Second, heterosexual women are consistently 
more aware and critical of sexist discrimination than are heterosexual men across Models 1-3 for 
these four gender attitudinal items. 
 [INSERT TABLE 3 HERE] 
Finally, gay and bisexual men’s views are not consistently distinct from those of 
heterosexual men. Sexual minority men perceive significantly more discrimination against 
women (Models 1 and 2) and are significantly more likely to agree that the media should pay a 
great deal more attention to it (Models 1 and 2), though these sexual orientation differences 
among men are not significant upon controlling for political ideology and perceived amount 
homophobic discrimination in Model 3. However, gay and bisexual men do not differ 
significantly from heterosexual men in their rating of the seriousness of the problem of sexism in 
the US (net of sociodemographic controls) or in how often they believe employers practice sexist 
discrimination in the workplace. 
Table 4 displays the odds ratios and regression estimates for four items that tap into 
modern sexism: gender inequality in opportunities; women demand equal rights, not special 
favors; women do not cause more problems by complaining about sexism; and, warmth toward 
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feminists. For the first item, lesbian and bisexual women (Models 1-3), heterosexual women 
(Models 1-3), and gay and bisexual men (Models 1 and 2 only) are significantly more likely than 
heterosexual men to report that men are afforded more opportunities for achievement than are 
women. For the second item, heterosexual women (Models 1-3) and lesbian and bisexual women 
(Models 1 and 2 only) are significantly more likely than heterosexual men to report that women 
demand equal rights rather than special favors. There are no significant differences among the 
four sexual orientation-gender subgroups for the view that women do not cause more problems 
than they solve when they complain about sexism. For the final item, heterosexual women 
(Models 1-3), sexual minority women (Models 1 and 2 only), and sexual minority men (Models 
1 and 2 only) are significantly warmer in their feelings toward feminists than heterosexual men; 
it is noteworthy that, upon controlling for political ideology and perceived amount of anti-
gay/lesbian discrimination in Model 3, the coefficient for gay and bisexual men relative to 
heterosexual men is negative though nonsignificant (β=1.50; p=.600). 
[INSERT TABLE 4 HERE] 
 Finally, Table 5 presents the odds ratios and regression estimates for sexual orientation-
gender subgroup differences in abortion attitudes. For the first item, lesbian and bisexual women 
are significantly more likely than heterosexual men (Models 1-3) and heterosexual women 
(Models 1 and 2 only) to favor no legal restrictions on access to abortion services. In addition, 
gay and bisexual men are more likely than heterosexual men to favor such access in Models 1 
and 2, though this difference is nonsignificant in Model 3 upon controlling for political ideology 
and perceived amount of homophobic discrimination. For the second item, lesbian and bisexual 
women are significantly more likely to favor legalized abortion than are heterosexual men and 
heterosexual women in Models 1 and 2; however, these subgroup differences become non-
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significant in Model 3. Gay and bisexual men are significantly more likely to endorse legalized 
abortion than are heterosexual men and heterosexual women in Model 1; however, this pattern 
reverses on Model 3 (though the difference from heterosexual men is nonsignificant).  
[INSERT TABLE 5 HERE] 
 In sum, the results overwhelmingly highlight heterosexual men’s more conservative 
gender attitudes relative to the views of the other three sexual orientation-gender subgroups. 
Lesbian and bisexual women (11 of 13 items, or 85 percent), heterosexual women (10 of 13 
items, or 80 percent), and gay and bisexual men (8 of 13 items, or 62 percent) hold significantly 
more liberal gender attitudes on the majority of the thirteen items included. Lesbian and bisexual 
women’s gender attitudes are the most liberal of the four sexual orientation-gender subgroups in 
awareness and criticism sexist discrimination in the US. In addition, lesbian and bisexual women 
are more likely to favor legal abortion access than heterosexual women and men (whose abortion 
attitudes are only distinguishable from one another upon controlling for religious attendance; 
also see Barkan, 2014 and Jelen & Wilcox, 2003). 
Explaining the Sexual Orientation-Gender Subgroup Differences in Gender Attitudes 
In order to determine what drives the aforementioned sexual orientation-gender subgroup 
differences in gender attitudes, I perform post-hoc mediation analyses using the KHB 
decomposition technique. In particular, I examine the extent to which two possible mechanisms 
– political ideology and perceived amount of discrimination against gays and lesbians – mediate 
the sexual orientation-gender gaps in gender attitudes (from Models 2 to Models 3). Tables 6 and 
7 offer estimates for the extent to which the two mechanisms (i.e., political ideology and 
perceived homophobic discrimination) explain lesbian and bisexual women’s and gay and 
bisexual men’s, respectively, relatively more liberal gender attitudes. These tables present the 
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level at which mediation is statistically significant, the Z statistics, and the percentage of the total 
effect of sexual orientation-gender subgroup membership on each attitude that is explained, 
including the respective percentages explained by each mechanism. It is important to note that 
the ten gender attitudinal items for which heterosexual women’s views are more liberal than 
heterosexual men’s are not included in these comparisons, as they are not significantly explained 
by either mechanism. 
Table 6 includes the 11 items for which lesbian and bisexual women’s gender attitudes 
are more liberal than heterosexual men’s. Political ideology and perceived homophobia 
significantly mediate the difference between lesbian and bisexual women and heterosexual men 
for all eleven of the included gender attitudes. Together, these mechanisms explain, on average, 
half of the difference in attitudes of these two sexual orientation-gender subgroups, with each 
mechanism contributing nearly equally, on average. Political ideology explains 26.23 percent of 
the difference, on average, ranging from 10.41 percent (legalized abortion scale) to 39.99 percent 
(amount of sexist discrimination) explained by political ideology. Perceived amount of 
homophobia explains 24.48 percent on average, ranging from 6.22 percent (amount of sexist 
discrimination) to 58.06 percent (legalized abortion scale). However, the relative contribution of 
each mechanism varies across the 11 outcomes. For example, lesbian and bisexual women’s 
more liberal political ideology explains a substantially larger portion of their relatively liberal 
gender attitudes for five items: it is worse for a family if the wife is a homemaker; women 
demand equal rights not special favors; warmth toward feminists; and both abortion attitudes. 
Lesbian and bisexual women’s greater perception of homophobic discrimination explains a 
substantially larger portion of the relatively liberal views on four gender attitudinal items: 
amount of sexist discrimination; sexist discrimination is a serious problem; employers often 
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practice sexist discrimination in the workplace; and, men have more opportunities to advance 
than do women. 
[INSERT TABLE 6 HERE] 
 Table 6 also offers estimates for the extent to which political ideology and perceived 
amount of homophobic discrimination explain lesbian and bisexual women’s more liberal gender 
attitudes relative to heterosexual women on five items. Together, these mechanisms mediate, on 
average, 57.35 percent of the sexual orientation difference among women, with nearly equal 
amounts explained by political ideology (29.48 percent) and amount of homophobia (30.27 
percent). The extent to which lesbian and bisexual women’s more liberal political ideology 
explains their relatively more liberal gender views ranges from 6.26 percent (amount of sexist 
discrimination) to 63.06 percent (legalized abortion scale). The extent to which they perceive a 
greater amount of homophobic discrimination in the US explains their relatively more liberal 
attitudes on these five gender attitudinal items by 10.03 percent (legalized abortion scale) to 
50.53 percent (amount of sexist discrimination). Political ideology explains a substantially larger 
portion of lesbian and bisexual women’s more liberal views on both abortion attitudes, while 
their greater awareness of homophobic discrimination explains a larger portion of their more 
liberal attitudes on the three items regarding sexist discrimination in the US. The three items 
regarding sexist discrimination for which lesbian and bisexual women’s views are more liberal 
than gay and bisexual men’s are not included because these outcomes are not significantly 
mediated by either of the mechanisms. 
 [INSERT TABLE 7 HERE] 
Table 7 offers estimates for the extent to which political ideology and amount of 
homophobic discrimination mediate gay and bisexual men’s more liberal gender attitudes 
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relative to heterosexual men for eight items. Gay and bisexual men’s relatively liberal views are 
significantly mediated by the two mechanisms on all eight gender attitudinal items, explaining, 
on average, 77.31 percent of the sexual orientation difference among men. On average, gay and 
bisexual men’s relatively liberal political ideology explains half (51.40 percent) of their more 
liberal gender attitudes, ranging from 19.42 percent (it is easier for working mothers to establish 
a bond with their children) to over 100 percent (legalized abortion scale; warmth toward 
feminists). Gay and bisexual men’s greater awareness of homophobic discrimination explains 
one-quarter (26.14) of their more liberal gender attitudes compared to heterosexual men, ranging 
from 4.16 percent (worse for a family if the wife is a homemaker) to 68.16 percent (perceived 
amount of sexist discrimination). Political ideology explains a substantially larger portion of gay 
and bisexual men’s more liberal gender attitudes on five outcomes: good for the US to have a 
woman president within next two decades; worse for a family if the wife is a homemaker; the 
media should pay a great deal more attention to sexism; warmth toward feminists; and, the 
legalized abortion scale. It, alone, explains gay and bisexual men’s relatively strong belief that it 
is easier for working mothers to establish a bond with their children. Yet, gay and bisexual men’s 
greater perception of homophobic discrimination explains a substantially larger portion of their 
greater perception of sexist discrimination compared to heterosexual men. The one item for 
which gay and bisexual men’s views are more liberal than those of heterosexual women (i.e., 
worse for a family if the wife is a homemaker) is not significantly mediated by either of the 
mechanisms, and thus is not displayed in Table 7 (analyses available upon request). 
 In sum, the two possible mechanisms – political ideology and perceived amount of 
discrimination against gays and lesbians – explain a great deal of gay and bisexual men’s more 
liberal attitudes relative to heterosexual men, and lesbian and bisexual women’s attitudes relative 
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to both heterosexual men and women. Specifically, lesbian, gay, and bisexual individuals’ 
relatively liberal political ideology explains their more liberal attitudes regarding public and 
private gender roles, warmth toward feminists, and support for legalized abortion relative to 
heterosexual men’s (and women’s) views on these issues; on average, political ideology explains 
a larger portion of the difference in attitudes between gay and bisexual men and heterosexual 
men than between other sexual orientation-gender subgroups. LGB individuals’ greater 
awareness of homophobic discrimination in the US explains their greater reports of sexist 
discrimination in the US relative to heterosexual men’s (and heterosexual women’s).  
DISCUSSION 
In this study, I sought to build upon preliminary research on sexual orientation differences in 
gender attitudes, which, thus far, has demonstrated that lesbian, gay, and bisexual (LGB) 
Americans hold more liberal stances on gender issues compared to heterosexuals. Specifically, 
this paper offers the first estimates of Americans’ beliefs about gender roles, gender 
discrimination and inequality, and abortion at the intersection of sexual orientation and gender 
using a nationally representative sample of US adults. I examined whether documented sexual 
orientation gaps in gender attitudes are gendered or, said another way, whether well-documented 
gender gaps in such attitudes are similar between both LGB and heterosexual individuals. I also 
investigated whether these potential gendered sexual orientation gaps in Americans’ gender 
attitudes are explained by (liberal) political ideology and (heightened) awareness of anti-lesbian/-
gay discrimination – two mechanisms predicted to influence more gender egalitarian views 
among LGB people. 
 The results of this study offer two key findings. First, there were substantial differences 
in gender attitudes among the four sexual orientation-gender subgroups: lesbian and bisexual 
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women, gay and bisexual men, heterosexual women, and heterosexual men. One pattern emerged 
as the most clear and consistent: heterosexual men were the most conservative of the four groups 
in their beliefs about gender roles, gender discrimination and inequality, and legalized abortion. 
Lesbian and bisexual women (11 of 13 items, or 85 percent), heterosexual women (10 of 13 
items, or 77 percent), and gay and bisexual men (8 of 13, 62 percent) reported more liberal or 
egalitarian views than heterosexual men on the majority of these thirteen gender attitudinal 
items. Unlike these three marginalized groups, heterosexual men – a group benefited by both 
heterosexual and male privilege – appear to be the least aware of and concerned with gender-
based oppression and, perhaps, the most invested in the gender status quo (Bolzendahl & Myers, 
2004; Davis & Robinson, 1991; Kane & Whipkey, 2009).  
 However, there were also notable differences in gender attitudes among the three 
marginalized sexual orientation-gender subgroups. Lesbian and bisexual women reported 
significantly more liberal beliefs on 5 of the 13 (38 percent) and 3 of the 13 (23 percent) gender 
attitudinal items compared to heterosexual women and sexual minority men, respectively. For 
example, lesbian and bisexual women had the most heightened awareness of sexist 
discrimination and how serious of a problem it is in the US of the four sexual orientation-gender 
groups; they reported the greatest amount of discrimination against lesbians and gay men, as 
well. Unlike heterosexuals, there were few gender differences in attitudes among LGB 
individuals: the two aforementioned assessments of sexist discrimination, as well as a third 
wherein sexual minority women were more likely than sexual minority men to report that 
employers practice sexist discrimination in the workplace. In addition, lesbian and bisexual 
women more strongly favored legal access to abortion services than did heterosexual women. 
This finding stands in contrast to the negligible gender gap in heterosexuals’ views on abortion 
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found in prior studies (Barkan, 2014; Jelen & Wilcox, 2003) – the only attitudinal domain 
wherein heterosexual women’s attitudes are not more liberal than heterosexual men’s. It is 
perhaps the case that stark differences between women’s and men’s gender attitudes found in 
prior studies overstates or even ignores gender differences in LGB people’s beliefs about gender.  
Sexual minority men and heterosexual women’s views differed on only one of the 
thirteen items (8 percent); gay and bisexual men were more likely to believe that it is worse for a 
family if the husband works outside of the home for pay while the wife is a homemaker. Of 
course, these results should not be automatically interpreted as symmetry between heterosexual 
women’s and gay and bisexual men’s gender ideology, especially upon considering how these 
two groups’ views contrast from those of the other two sexual orientation-gender subgroups. Yet, 
it is noteworthy that there are almost no significant gaps between the gender beliefs of the two 
singly disadvantaged groups (i.e., men denied heterosexual privilege and women denied male 
privilege). Some studies that have examined gender attitudes at the intersection of race and 
gender have found that two other singly disadvantaged groups – Black men and white women – 
differ little in their beliefs about gender, perhaps given their positions in the middle of the 
racialized gender hierarchy (Kane, 1992). Taken together, the results suggests that there is 
somewhat of a hierarchy among the four sexual orientation-gender groups, with heterosexual 
men consistently the most conservative in their gender attitudes, followed by gay and bisexual 
men and heterosexual women, and, in some places, with lesbian and bisexual women as the most 
liberal. These intersectional differences are missed in studies that focus exclusively on gender 
differences or sexual orientation differences in Americans attitudes. 
 The second key finding is that the aforementioned gendered sexual orientation 
differences in gender attitudes were explained, in part, by LGB Americans’ relatively liberal 
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political ideology and heightened awareness of anti-gay/lesbian discrimination. Together, these 
two mechanisms explained half or more of LGB respondents’ more liberal gender attitudes 
relative to those of heterosexual women and men. These findings are somewhat similar to those 
of Grollman (2017), wherein liberalism explained, on average, half of LGB individuals’ more 
liberal gender (and race) attitudes compared to those of heterosexuals (also see Hertzog, 1996). 
More specifically, similar to Grollman’s findings, sexual minorities’ liberal political ideology 
held the greatest explanatory power for items related to abortion, followed by those regarding 
gender inequality and gender roles. However, this study’s findings fill in a gap those of Grollman 
(2017): the powerful role of awareness of homophobic discrimination. LGB respondents’ 
heightened awareness of discrimination against lesbians and gays explained a much larger share 
than their liberal political ideology on items regarding sexist discrimination in the US.  
 Thus, this study’s findings offer further evidence of the liberal background of LGB 
people, as well as the influence of their oppressed status on their critical awareness of gender and 
other forms of inequality. Complementing studies that suggest that LGB-identified people are 
more likely to be reared in liberal households and communities (Egan, 2012), this and similar 
studies (Grollman, 2017; Hertzog, 1996) suggest that such a uniquely liberal upbringing may 
continue to produce more liberal attitudes in adulthood. However, the declining influence of 
childhood socialization on adults’ gender attitudes leaves some doubt as to whether Egan’s 
(2012) selection thesis – that LGB-identified people are more likely to “select” from liberal 
homes and communities – constitutes a form of childhood socialization (Blee & Tickamyer, 
1995; Davis, 2007; Liao & Cai, 1995). In addition, there is no evidence of an LGBTQ-specific 
primary socialization process (Stacey & Biblarz, 2001). Rather, LGB individuals – like 
heterosexuals – are reared in homes that overwhelmingly rely on heteronormative parenting 
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practices, promoting heterosexuality as the valued norm (Kane, 2006; Marin, 2009; Solebello & 
Elliott, 2011; Schrock, Sumerau, & Ueno, 2014). Further, the common strain or violence 
experienced in LGB-identified youths’ familial relationships undermines their parents’ influence 
on their gender attitudes, which depends upon closeness between parent and child (Ojeda & 
Hatemi, 2015; Perez-Felkner, 2013, Rosenfeld, 2007, Schulman, 2009; Sinclair, Dunn, & 
Lowery, 2005). More work is necessary to understand how political socialization in both 
childhood and adulthood intersects with individuals’ sexual identity, as well as their gender 
identity. 
 LGB Americans’ liberal social and political profile may, instead, stem from unique 
experiences in adulthood – most notably, exposure to sexual orientation-based oppression. For 
sexual minorities, living in a heteronormative society entails being marginalized, othered and 
excluded, and facing frequent discrimination (Mays & Cochran, 2001; Mischel, 2016; Tilcsik, 
2011). As “underdogs,” LGB individuals are more aware and critical of social inequality, and 
investment in efforts to redress it – namely sexual orientation-based inequality. Yet, it is not 
simply being an underdog as the underdog thesis suggests (Davis & Robinson, 1991; Robinson, 
1983; Robinson & Bell, 1978); rather, it is through their exposure to (or at least awareness of) 
pervasive anti-lesbian/gay discrimination that they develop a “queer consciousness” (Orne, 
2013) – one that appears to extend to an awareness and critique of gender-based oppression, as 
well. Taken together, these findings offer support for Egan’s (2012) conversion thesis, wherein 
LGB-specific experiences like coming out and enduring discrimination lead LGB individuals’ 
views to undergo a conversion (i.e., to become more conscious of inequality) (also see Bailey 
1999). The uniqueness of this process is further reflected in the lack of power of liberalism and 
awareness of homophobic discrimination to explain heterosexual women’s more liberal gender 
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attitudes compared to heterosexual men. This emphasizes other scholars’ call for attending to the 
unique factors that shape marginalized group members’ attitudes, especially discrimination 
(Hunt, 2000; Samson, 2012). In addition, it suggests scholars should investigate whether other 
well-documented determinants of women’s and men’s gender attitudes – such as the influence of 
wives’ employment status on men’s attitudes (Bolzendahl & Myers, 2004) – apply for both 
sexual minority and heterosexual populations. 
 Complementing aforementioned gender differences among LGB individuals, the results 
from mediation analyses also suggest that the explanatory power of political ideology and 
perceived homophobic discrimination are not identical for these two groups’ views relative to 
heterosexuals’. These two mechanisms explain substantially more of the sexual orientation 
differences among men’s attitudes (77 percent, on average) than among women (57 percent, on 
average) and between sexual minority women and heterosexual men (51 percent, on average). 
Further, gay and bisexual men’s liberal political ideology explained nearly twice as much of their 
more relatively liberal gender attitudes than did their heightened awareness of anti-lesbian/gay 
discrimination, on average; yet, the mechanisms explained nearly equal proportions of lesbian 
and bisexual women’s more liberal gender attitudes relative to heterosexual women and men, on 
average. While perceived amount of discrimination against lesbians and gays was, on average, 
equal in power for sexual minority women and sexual minority men, it appears that liberal 
political ideology played a greater role in explaining gay and bisexual men’s relatively liberal 
gender views. Thus, a more appropriate interpretation of what drives sexual orientation gaps in 
gender attitudes is one that acknowledges the ways in which both these gaps and the mechanisms 
that explained them are gendered. Egan’s (2012) selection thesis is, perhaps, slightly better suited 
to explain gay and bisexual men’s liberal attitudes than it is for lesbian and bisexual women’s 
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views. Researchers have found that others childhood factors (e.g., mother’s education; 
Bolzendahl & Myers, 2004) have a stronger effect on or are unique in their influence on men’s 
gender attitudes relative to women’s, and vice versa. Future research should continue to identify 
the mechanisms that link an LGB identity to distinctly liberal gender attitudes, especially with 
critical attention to the ways in which these processes vary by gender. 
 One promising area of inquiry from which scholars may draw to advance models of 
LGBTQ political socialization is intersectionality studies – more specifically, lesbian (and 
bisexual) feminist consciousness. To borrow from Simien and colleagues’ definition of Black 
feminist consciousness (Simien, 2006; Simien & Clawson, 2004), scholars may conceptualize 
lesbian and bisexual feminist consciousness as a critical awareness of the dual disadvantages of 
sexism and heterosexism in the lives of lesbian and bisexual women. The findings yield evidence 
that lesbian and bisexual women are especially conscious of gender-based discrimination and 
inequality (as well as homophobic discrimination); and, to a significant degree, sexual minority 
women’s (and men’s) relatively liberal gender beliefs are driven by awareness of their oppressed 
status as non-heterosexuals. It may, indeed, be the case that a contemporary form of lesbian 
feminist consciousness exists and warrants further examination in future research. In particular, it 
is important to understand lesbian feminist thought in the contemporary context, which entails 
collective LGBTQ activist efforts among women and men, as well as the seemingly outdated 
exclusion of bisexual and transgender people from lesbian and gay organizations and movements 
(Armstrong, 2002; Gamson, 1995; Jeffreys, 2003; Moon, 2012; Phelan, 1991). While queer 
politics and consciousness have been offered as more inclusive and intersectional, scholars’ 
continued inattention to the uniqueness of sexual minority women’s experiences and 
perspectives runs the risk of glossing over the gendered dynamics of sexual orientation and 
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heterosexism (Malinowitz, 1996; Walters, 1996). The multiple jeopardy experienced by lesbian 
and bisexual women, and the resultant multiple consciousness, is missed when scholars attend 
exclusively to (queer) sexuality (Harnois, 2015a; Harnois, 2015b; King, 1988). 
 The present study faces a number of limitations that should be noted. First, the estimates 
of differences among the four sexual orientation-gender subgroups may be underestimated due to 
the small sample size of lesbian and bisexual women (n=85) and gay and bisexual men (n=121) 
respondents. This prohibited within-group analyses to compare bisexual women’s and men’s 
gender attitudes to those of lesbian women and men, respectively. Similarly, the data were 
limited to heterosexual and LGB identities, overlooking less visible sexual identities – most 
notably queer, which may be associated more radical political and social views (Harr & Kane, 
2008; Rollins & Hirsch, 2003; Hirsch & Rollins, 2007). Although future research should rely on 
larger samples of sexual minorities, obtaining large, representative samples of this hard-to-reach 
population remains a challenge for survey researchers (Binson, Blair, Huebner, & Woods, 2010; 
Meyer & Wilson, 2009). Second, the ANES 2012 Time Series Study are cross-sectional data, 
which prohibit analyses over time. Consequently, the time-ordering of the relationships among 
the variables cannot be discerned; this is of particular concern for the associations among 
political ideology, perceived anti-gay/lesbian discrimination, and gender attitudes. Future 
research that relies upon a longitudinal design is necessary to accurately investigate the unique 
political socialization of LGBTQ-identified and heterosexual-identified Americans from 
childhood into adulthood. A final limitation is the use of a single item to gauge respondents’ 
assessment of the amount of discrimination against lesbians and gays in the US. This item is 
limited in its failure to account for discrimination against bisexuals. Additionally, it does not 
explicitly ask about LGB respondents’ own personal, direct exposure to sexual orientation-based 
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discrimination – perhaps a better reflection of their sense of being an “underdog.” However, 
there is little discrepancy between marginalized individuals’ reports of personal experiences of 
discriminatory treatment and estimates of discrimination against their marginalized group 
(Krieger, 2012; Krieger, Camey, Lancaster, Waterman, Kosheleva, & Banaji, 2010).  
Despite these limitations, this study offers compelling evidence of the intersectional 
dynamics between sexual orientation and gender that shape Americans’ beliefs about gender 
roles, gender discrimination and inequality, and abortion. The findings contribute to burgeoning 
work on the powerful influence of sexual orientation on Americans’ gender attitudes (and social 
and political views more generally), specifically highlighting that LGB individuals hold more 
liberal or egalitarian views than their heterosexual counterparts. It contributes to social scientists’ 
broader project of documenting the demographic, social, and political profile of the LGBTQ 
population in the US. However, this study pushes this line of work in its assessment of the 
gendered dimension of sexual orientation gaps in gender attitudes. Neither heterosexuals and 
sexual minorities nor women and men can be treated as monolithic groups; rather, future work 





1) Data are systematically missing in a few ways. Internet respondents are significantly 
more likely to be missing on sexual orientation, household income, and political 
ideology. Lesbian and bisexual women respondents are significantly less likely to be 
missing on income and education than the other three gender-sexual orientation 
subgroups (i.e., gay and bisexual men, heterosexual women, and heterosexual men). 
Lower-income respondents are significantly more likely to be missing on sexual 
orientation than higher-income respondents. Respondents with lower levels of education 
are significantly more likely to be missing on sexual orientation and political ideology. 
Respondents with higher levels of religious attendance are significantly more likely to be 
missing on education. Finally, younger respondents are more likely to be missing on 
political ideology, while older respondents are more likely missing on sexual orientation. 
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Bisexual Men  
(n=121) 
Lesbian and 
Bisexual Women  
(n=85) 
Lesbian, gay, or bisexual (1=yes) .04 -- -- -- -- 
Female (1=yes) .51 -- -- -- -- 
Non-Hispanic Black (1=yes) .11 .11 .12** .04A .23B 
Latina/o (1=yes) .11 .11 .10 .18 .07 
Other nonwhite (1=yes) .06 .05 .07 .10*A .06 
Household income (logged; 10.60=$42,500) 10.61 10.68 10.57*** 10.42 10.30** 
Education (0=less than high school; 4=graduate degree) 1.93 2.00 1.85*** 2.12A 1.89 
Age, in years (18-90+) 47.56 47.29 48.37 43.74**A 37.50***AB 
US South (1=yes) .37 .37 .38 .26 .35 
Religious attendance (0=never; 5=more than once per week) 1.60 1.50 1.76*** .77***A .94*A 
Political ideology (0=extremely conservative; 6=extremely liberal) 2.76 2.62 2.79*** 4.12***A 3.99***A 
Perceived amount of homophobia (0 = none at all, 4 = a great deal) 2.55 2.44 2.61*** 3.00***A 3.43***AB 
Source: 2012 American National Election Survey.  
Notes: * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 compared to heterosexual men. 
Sample sizes based on unweighted data. 
A Significantly differ from heterosexual women (p<.05). 
B Significantly differ from gay and bisexual men (p<.05). 
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TABLE 2. Ordered Logistic Odds Ratios for Sexual Orientation-Gender Subgroups on Views About Gender Roles (N=4,597) 
 It is Good for the US to have a Woman 
President within next 20 years 
 It is Easier for Working Mothers to 
Establish Warm Bonds with Children 
 It is Worse for a Family if the  
Wife is a Homemaker 
 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3  Model 1 Model 2 Model 3  Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 
Lesbian or 3.74*** 3.32*** 1.91  1.86 1.60 1.46  2.34** 1.79* 1.33 
Bi. Woman (1.98-7.08) (1.64-6.74) (.95-3.85)  (.98-3.51) (.85-3.00) (.79-2.71)  (1.35-4.03) (1.08-2.97) (.80-2.21) 
            
Gay or Bi. 3.42*** 2.98*** 1.82*  1.85** 1.83** 1.63*  3.36*** 2.81*** 2.09*** 
Man (2.18-5.37) (1.91-4.65) (1.13-2.93)  (1.19-2.87) (1.16-2.91) (1.02-2.60)  (2.31-4.88) (1.93-4.11) (1.42-3.07) 
            
Heterosexual 1.79***AB 1.92*** 1.74***  1.51*** 1.60*** 1.57***  1.21*AB 1.34***B 1.27**B 
Woman (1.53-2.09) (1.64-2.24) (1.48-2.04)  (1.30-1.75) (1.38-1.86) (1.35-1.82)  (1.04-1.41) (1.15-1.56) (1.08-1.48) 
            
Black  1.85*** 1.37*   1.67*** 1.56***   1.33* 1.11 
  (1.39-2.48) (1.01-1.86)   (1.31-2.14) (1.21-2.01)   (1.03-1.72) (.85-1.44) 
            
Latina/o  1.69*** 1.51***   .75* .73*   1.08 1.01 
  (1.34-2.12) (1.19-1.92)   (.58-.97) (.56-.94)   (.82-1.42) (.77-1.33) 
            
Other  1.02 1.02   .81 .80   .96 .94 
Nonwhite  (.71-1.46) (.70-1.47)   (.59-1.10) (.59-1.09)   (.70-1.34) (.68-1.29) 
            
Income  .93 .94   1.04 1.05   .94 .95 
  (.86-1.00) (.88-1.02)   (.97-1.12) (.98-1.13)   (.87-1.01) (.88-1.02) 
            
Education  1.15*** 1.11**   1.14*** 1.13***   1.26*** 1.23*** 
  (1.07-1.23) (1.04-1.19)   (1.07-1.22) (1.05-1.21)   (1.17-1.34) (1.15-1.32) 
            
Religious  .85*** .91***   .94** .95*   .84*** .88*** 
Attendance  (.82-.89) (.87-.96)   (.90-.98) (.91-1.00)   (.81-.88) (.84-.92) 
            
Liberal   1.32***    1.11***    1.21*** 
   (1.24-1.41)    (1.05-1.17)    (1.14-1.29) 
            
Amount of   1.40***    .99    1.08 
Homophobia   (1.29-1.52)    (.91-1.07)    (1.00-1.17) 
Source: 2012 American National Election Survey.  
Notes: All models control for survey version. Models 2 and 3 control for age and region of the country. * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001.  
Heterosexual men are the reference gender-sexual orientation subgroup. 
A Significantly differ from lesbian and bisexual women (p<.05). B Significantly differ from gay and bisexual men (p<.05).
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TABLE 3. Ordered Logistic Odds Ratios for Sexual Orientation-Gender Subgroups on Sexist Discrimination (N=4,597) 
 Great Deal of Discrimination 
Against Women in the US 
 Discrimination Against Women is 
a Serious Problem in the US 
 Employers Often Practice 
Discrimination Against Women  
 Media Should Pay A Great Deal 
More Attention to Sexism  
 Mod. 1 Mod. 2 Mod. 3  Mod. 1 Mod. 2 Mod. 3  Mod. 1 Mod. 2 Mod. 3  Mod. 1 Mod. 2 Mod. 3 
Lesbian or 7.02*** 6.87*** 3.40***  4.89*** 4.50*** 2.56**  3.17*** 2.81*** 1.96*  4.07*** 3.89*** 2.15* 
Bi. Woman (3.7-13.2) (3.7-12.9) (1.9-6.0)  (2.8-8.6) (2.4-8.4) (1.4-4.7)  (1.8-5.6) (1.6-5.1) (1.1-3.6)  (2.4-7.0) (2.0-7.4) (1.2-4.0) 
                
Gay or Bi. 2.01**A 1.99**A 1.12A  1.92*A 1.80A 1.12  1.17A 1.11A .84A  1.92**A 1.86** 1.08 
Man (1.3-3.2) (1.2-3.2) (.7-1.8)  (1.1-3.5) (1.0-3.4) (.6-2.1)  (.6-2.2) (.6-2.1) (.5-1.6)  (1.2-3.0) (1.2-3.0) (.7-1.7) 
                
Heterosexual 1.49***A 1.49***A 1.31***A  1.79***A 1.82***A 1.68***  1.81*** 1.81*** 1.69***B  1.56***A 1.58***A 1.41*** 
Woman (1.3-1.7) (1.3-1.7) (1.1-1.5)  (1.6-2.1) (1.6-2.1) (1.4-1.9)  (1.5-2.1) (1.5-2.1) (1.4-2.0)  (1.3-1.8) (1.4-1.8) (1.2-1.6) 
                
Black  3.27*** 2.36***   3.14*** 2.26***   2.38*** 1.97***   3.16*** 2.26*** 
  (2.5-4.3) (1.8-3.1)   (2.5-4.0) (1.7-3.0)   (1.9-3.1) (1.5-2.6)   (2.4-4.1) (1.7-3.0) 
                
Latina/o  1.55*** 1.41**   1.64*** 1.47**   1.52** 1.43*   1.94*** 1.72*** 
  (1.2-2.0) (1.1-1.8)   (1.3-2.1) (1.2-1.9)   (1.1-2.1) (1.0-2.0)   (1.5-2.5) (1.3-2.2) 
                
Other  1.65** 1.87***   1.64** 1.66**   1.57* 1.60*   1.17 1.14 
Nonwhite  (1.2-2.3) (1.3-2.6)   (1.2-2.3) (1.2-2.3)   (1.1-2.3) (1.1-2.3)   (.8-1.7) (.8-1.6) 
                
Income  .91** .90**   .83*** .83***   .86*** .86***   .87*** .87*** 
  (.9-1.0) (.8-.1.0)   (.8-.9) (.8-.9)   (.8-.9) (.8-.9)   (.8-.9) (.8-.9) 
                
Education  1.02 1.01   1.12** 1.10**   .92* .91*   1.07 1.03 
  (1.0-1.1) (.9-1.1)   (1.0-1.2) (1.0-1.2)   (.9-1.0) (.8-1.0)   (1.0-1.2) (1.0-1.1) 
                
Religious  .95* 1.02   .94** 1.01   .94** .97   .88*** .95* 
Attendance  (.9-1.0) (1.0-1.1)   (.9-1.0) (1.0-1.1)   (.9-1.0) (.9-1.0)   (.8-.9) (.9-1.0) 
                
Liberal   1.13***    1.25***    1.06    1.35*** 
   (1.1-1.2)    (1.2-1.3)    (1.0-1.1)    (1.3-1.4) 
                
Amount of   2.66***    1.61***    1.45***    1.57*** 
Homophobia   (2.4-2.9)    (1.5-1.8)    (1.3-1.6)    (1.4-1.7) 
Source: 2012 American National Election Survey.  
Notes: All models control for survey version. Models 2 and 3 control for age and region of the country. * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001.  
Heterosexual men are the reference gender-sexual orientation subgroup. 
A Significantly differ from lesbian and bisexual women (p<.05). B Significantly differ from gay and bisexual men (p<.05).
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TABLE 4. Odds Ratios and Regression Estimates for Sexual Orientation-Gender Subgroups on Modern Sexism (N=4,597) 
 
Men have More Opportunities 
than Women to AdvanceA  
Women Demand Equal Rights, 
Not Special FavorsA  
Women Don’t Cause Problems 
By Complaining About SexismA  Warmth toward FeministsB 
 Mod. 1 Mod. 2 Mod. 3  Mod. 1 Mod. 2 Mod. 3  Mod. 1 Mod. 2 Mod. 3  Mod. 1 Mod. 2 Mod. 3 
Lesbian or 3.45*** 3.36*** 1.94**  2.40* 2.23* 1.39  1.28 1.27 .96  15.09*** 14.70*** 6.79 
Bi. Woman (2.1-5.8) (2.0-5.7) (1.2-3.2)  (1.2-4.8) (1.1-4.7) (.7-2.9)  (.6-2.6) (.6-2.6) (.5-2.0)  (4.05) (4.20) (3.81) 
                
Gay or Bi. 1.93* 1.95* 1.24  1.40 1.36 .88  1.55 1.46 1.08  7.22* 6.43* -1.50 
Man (1.1-3.3) (1.1-3.3) (.8-2.1)  (.8-2.4) (.8-2.3) (.5-1.5)  (.8-2.9) (.8-2.6) (.6-2.0)  (3.19) (3.11) (2.86) 
                
Heterosexual 1.94***A 2.01*** 1.83***  1.50*** 1.59*** 1.46***B  .97 1.04 .99  6.71***A 7.23*** 5.59***B 
Woman (1.7-2.2) (1.7-2.3) (1.6-2.1)  (1.3-1.8) (1.4-1.9) (1.3-1.7)  (.8-1.1) (.9-1.2) (.8-1.2)  (.89) (.88) (.83) 
                
Black  1.82*** 1.34*   1.91*** 1.44*   1.30 1.07   9.75*** 4.81** 
  (1.4-2.4) (1.0-1.7)   (1.4-2.5) (1.1-1.9)   (1.0-1.7) (.8-1.4)   (1.56) (1.57) 
                
Latina/o  .95 .86   .74* .67**   1.04 .95   6.27*** 4.12** 
  (.8-1.2) (.7-1.1)   (.6-1.0) (.5-.9)   (.8-1.4) (.7-1.2)   (1.53) (1.43) 
                
Other  .98 .94   .96 .94   .70* .67*   -.84 -1.40 
Nonwhite  (.7-1.4) (.7-1.3)   (.7-1.3) (.7-1.3)   (.5-1.0) (.5-.9)   (2.06) (1.91) 
                
Income  1.02 1.03   1.08* 1.10*   1.06 1.07   -.14 .13 
  (1.0-1.1) (1.0-1.1)   (1.0-1.2) (1.0-1.2)   (1.0-1.1) (1.0-1.2)   (.43) (.42) 
                
Education  1.08* 1.06   1.22*** 1.19***   1.29*** 1.26***   2.11*** 1.46*** 
  (1.0-1.2) (1.0-1.1)   (1.1-1.3) (1.1-1.3)   (1.2-1.4) (1.2-1.4)   (.41) (.38) 
                
Religious  .91*** .96   .91*** .96   .91*** .95*   -1.61*** -.48* 
Attendance  (.9-1.0) (.9-1.0)   (.9-1.0) (.9-1.0)   (.9-1.0) (.9-1.0)   (.26) (.24) 
                
Liberal   1.20***    1.30***    1.26***    4.80*** 
   (1.1-1.3)    (1.2-1.4)    (1.2-1.3)    (.30) 
                
Amount of   1.58***    1.22***    1.04    2.80*** 
Homophobia   (1.5-1.7)    (1.1-1.3)    (1.0-1.1)    (.43) 
Source: 2012 American National Election Survey.  
Notes: All models control for survey version. Models 2 and 3 control for age and region of the country. * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001.  
Heterosexual men are the reference gender-sexual orientation subgroup. 
A Ordered logistic odds ratios, with 95 percent confidence intervals in parentheses. 
B Ordinary least squares (OLS) regression estimates, with standard errors in parentheses 
C Significantly differ from lesbian and bisexual women (p<.05).  
D Significantly differ from gay and bisexual men (p<.05).
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TABLE 5. Odds Ratios and Regression Estimates for Sexual Orientation-Gender 
Subgroups on Support for Legal Abortion Access (N=4,597) 
 Favor No Legal Restrictions on AbortionA  Legalized Abortion ScaleB 
 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3  Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 
Lesbian or 3.15*** 3.08*** 2.00*  7.91*** 6.29** 1.45 
Bisexual Woman (1.69-5.87) (1.66-5.74) (1.08-3.74)  (2.40) (2.13) (1.88) 
        
Gay or 1.92** 1.59* .92A  5.33** 2.68 -2.41 
Bisexual Man (1.26-2.92) (1.05-2.39) (.59-1.44)  (1.83) (1.53) (1.33) 
        
Heterosexual 1.02AB 1.24**A 1.11  .13AB 1.64**A .63B 
Woman (.88-1.18) (1.06-1.45) (.94-1.30)  (.67) (.59) (.56) 
        
Black  2.60*** 1.91***   4.26*** 1.14 
  (1.97-3.44) (1.41-2.57)   (.92) (.92) 
        
Latina/o  1.04 .90   .79 -.63 
  (.80-1.35) (.69-1.17)   (1.02) (.92) 
        
Other  .89 .85   -1.78 -2.17* 
Nonwhite  (.64-1.24) (.62-1.18)   (1.22) (1.07) 
        
Income  1.18*** 1.22***   1.27*** 1.47*** 
  (1.10-1.27) (1.13-1.32)   (.27) (.26) 
        
Education  1.36*** 1.32***   2.32*** 1.86*** 
  (1.27-1.46) (1.23-1.43)   (.27) (.25) 
        
Age  1.01*** 1.01***   .06** .07*** 
  (1.00-1.01) (1.01-1.02)   (.02) (.02) 
        
US South  .83* .86   -1.33* -.74 
  (.71-.98) (.73-1.02)   (.62) (.58) 
        
Religious  .59*** .62***   -4.26*** -3.52*** 
Attendance  (.56-.61) (.59-.65)   (.17) (.16) 
        
Liberal   1.44***    3.33*** 
   (1.36-1.53)    (.19) 
        
Amount of   1.15***    1.21*** 
Homophobia   (1.06-1.24)    (.27) 
Source: 2012 American National Election Survey.  
Notes: All models control for survey version. * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001. 
Heterosexual men are the reference gender-sexual orientation subgroup. 
A Ordered logistic odds ratios, with 95 percent confidence intervals in parentheses. 
B Ordinary least squares (OLS) regression estimates, with standard errors in parentheses.  
C Significantly differ from lesbian and bisexual women (p<.05).  
D Significantly differ from gay and bisexual men (p<.05). 
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TABLE 6. Summary of KHB Decomposition Analyses for Lesbian and Bisexual Women’s Gender Attitudes Relative to 
Heterosexual Men’s and Heterosexual Women’s (N=4,597) 
 Difference from Heterosexual Men’s Attitudes  Difference from Heterosexual Women’s Attitudes 





















Gender Roles            
Good for the US to have a 
woman president in next 
20 years 
*** 5.43 49.84 24.58 25.26 
 
NS - - - - 
Worse for family if man 
works and woman is a 
homemaker 
*** 3.87 50.52 37.98 12.54 
 
NS - - - - 
            
Sexist Discrimination            
Great deal of sexist 
discrimination in US 
*** 6.10 46.21 6.22 39.99  *** 4.93 46.79 6.26 50.53 
Sexist discrimination is a 
serious problem 
*** 5.79 43.08 15.45 27.62  *** 4.74 57.34 20.47 38.87 
Employers discriminate 
against women 
*** 5.05 37.94 6.40 31.54  NS - - - - 
Media should pay more 
attention to sexism 
*** 5.64 50.09 22.26 27.83  *** 4.59 58.81 26.03 32.78 
            
Modern Sexism            
Men have more 
opportunities for 
achievement 
*** 5.86 48.84 16.00 32.83 
 
NS - - - - 
Women demand equality, 
not special favors 
*** 4.62 52.53 32.37 20.16  NS - - - - 
Warmth toward feminists *** 4.77 59.50 36.23 23.27  NS - - - - 
            
Abortion            
No restrictions on abortion *** 4.35 43.40 32.99 10.41  *** 3.60 41.60 31.57 10.03 
Legalized abortion scale *** 4.52 76.88 58.06 17.82  *** 3.64 82.22 63.06 19.16 
AVERAGE   50.80 26.23 24.48    57.35 29.48 30.27 
Source: 2012 American National Election Survey. Notes: * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001.  
Controls include survey version, income, education, age, region, and religious attendance.
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TABLE 7. Summary of KHB Decomposition Analyses for Gay and Bisexual Men’s Gender 
Attitudes Relative to Heterosexual Men’s (N=4,597) 
 Difference from Heterosexual Men’s Attitudes 










Gender Roles      
Good for the US to have a woman president in 
next 20 years 
*** 4.80 53.34 34.90 18.44 
Working mothers can establish warm and secure 
relationships with children 
* 2.44 17.04 19.42 - 
Worse for family if man works and woman is a 
homemaker 
*** 4.07 26.86 24.51 4.16 
      
Sexist Discrimination      
Great deal of sexist discrimination in US *** 4.17 88.81 20.63 68.18 
Media should pay more attention to sexism *** 4.85 96.25 58.59 37.66 
      
Modern Sexism      
Men have more opportunities for achievement *** 4.66 70.27 34.20 36.07 
Warmth toward feminists *** 4.84 143.82 113.88 29.94 
      
Abortion      
No restrictions on abortion *** 4.58 122.08 105.04 17.04 
AVERAGE   77.31 51.40 26.14 
Source: 2012 American National Election Survey. Notes: * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001. Controls include survey 
version, income, education, age, region, and religious attendance.  
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APPENDIX A. Means, Standard Deviations, Metrics, and Descriptions of American 




Attitudes about Gender Roles   
How good it would be for the US to have a woman 
president in next 20 years 
0 = extremely bad, 3 = neither, 6 = 
extremely good  
3.81 
(1.48) 
   
How much easier is it for working mothers to establish 
warm and secure relationships with their children  
0 = a great deal harder, 3 = neither, 
6 = a great deal easier 
1.73 
(1.29) 
   
It is worse for the family if the man works outside of the 
home and the woman takes care of the home and family 
0 = much better, 3 = makes no 
difference, 6 = much worse 
1.97 
(1.44) 
   
Perceptions of Gender Discrimination   
Perceived amount of sexist discrimination in the US today  0 = none at all, 2 = moderate 
amount, 4 = a great deal 
1.76 
(.96) 
   
How serious a problem is sexist discrimination in the US 0 = not a problem at all, 4 = 
extremely serious problem 
1.69 
(.94) 
   
How often do employers discriminate against women in 
making decisions about hiring and promotion 
0 = never, 2 = about half of the 
time, 4 = always 
1.36 
(.79) 
   
The news media should pay more attention to sexist 
discrimination 
0 = a great deal less, 3 = same 
amount, 6 = a great deal more 
3.44 
(1.57) 
   
Modern Sexist Attitudes   
Men have more opportunities to achieve than women 0 = women have many more, 3 = 
equal, 6 = men have many more 
4.13 
(1.37) 
   
Perceived frequency that women demand equality, not 
special favors these days 
0 = always seek special favors, 4 = 
never seek special favors 
2.78 
(.96) 
   
Perceived frequency that women cause more problems 
than they solve when complaining about discrimination 
0 = always cause more problems, 4 
= never cause more problems 
2.53 
(.94) 
   
Warmth toward feminists 0 = very cold or unfavorable 
feeling, 50 = no feeling at all, 100 = 
very warm or favorable feeling 
49.43 
(23.88) 
   
Abortion Attitudes   
View on legal restrictions against abortion 0 = abortion should never be 
permitted, 3 = a woman should 
always be able to obtain an abortion 
as a matter of personal choice 
1.95 
(1.08) 
   
Legalized abortion scale (a=.88): favor abortion if (1) 
staying pregnant would hurt woman’s health, (2) staying 
pregnant would cause woman to die, (3) pregnancy was 
caused by incest, (4) pregnancy was caused by rape, (5) 
fetus will be born with a serious birth defect, (6) having 
the child would be extremely difficult financially, and (7) 
woman chooses to have an abortion 
0 = greatly oppose abortion in 
seven circumstances, 28 = 
midpoint, 56 = greatly favor 
abortion in all seven circumstances 
33.98 
(15.81) 
 
